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Three different Career Development Event (CDE) workshops were analyzed to determine
the workshops’ impact on agriculture teachers’ learning gains and self-efficacy. Teaching
methods of workshop presenters and self-reported data from participants were examined to
determine how professional development opportunities prepare agriculture teachers in the
required skills for the specific CDEs. Recruited workshop presenters (N=3) and workshop
attendees (N=54) were the convenient population for the study. A significant difference between
the pre- and post-self-ratings of knowledge indicated greater learning gains after each workshop.
Most workshop participants reported they intend to implement every skill related to the
presented CDE content. Self-efficacy was moderately high for the content and specific practices
related to each workshop. Overall, findings of this study reported the presenters’ use of specific
teaching methods, and the use of andragogy assumptions did not create a difference in the preand post-self-ratings of the learning gains nor self-efficacy of the participants.
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INTRODUCTION
In May 2019, Mississippi was one of five states with the highest concentration of jobs
and location quotients for agricultural workers, as reported by the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Due to the high demand of agricultural workers, educators sought to increase student
workforce readiness skills through involvement with The National FFA Organization (FFA) to
better equip students when entering the agricultural industry (National FFA Organization,
2020a). Motivating students to embrace career and workforce readiness is not an easy feat.
However, utilizing the school-based agricultural education program can ease students into
learning how to better communicate and independently grow as a leader.
The National FFA Organization helps build leadership, personal growth, and career
success through Career Development Events (CDEs) which also test students’ agricultural skills
within specific industry areas. CDEs challenge FFA members to develop college and career
readiness through “critical thinking skills and effective decision-making skills, foster[ing]
teamwork and promot[ing] communication while recognizing the value of ethical competition
and individual achievement” (National FFA Organization, 2020a, para. 2). The National FFA
Organization (2020a) offers 19 CDEs: agricultural communications, agricultural sales,
agricultural technology & mechanical systems, agronomy, dairy cattle evaluation &
management, dairy cattle handlers activity, environmental & natural resources, farm &
agribusiness management, floriculture, food science & technology, forestry, horse evaluation,
1

livestock evaluation, marketing plan, meats evaluation & technology, milk quality & products,
nursery/landscape, poultry evaluation, and veterinary science. In addition to this set of CDEs
there is also another category of contests which includes seven Leadership Development Events
(LDE), making 26 total competitions. With all these CDEs and LDEs, agriculture teachers are
expected to know the material and prepare FFA students for each competition. King, Rucker, and
Duncan (2013) stated that preparing teams for CDEs along with classroom responsibilities
creates a high amount of stress for agriculture teachers. Teachers are simply not prepared to
teach a handful of students about 26 different competitions.
Currently, agriculture teachers tend to gather required study materials (old practice tests,
skill assessments, etc.) and guidelines online through various FFA websites. However,
agriculture teachers still perceive they need more training preparing students for participation in
CDEs (Ricketts, Duncan, Peake, & Uesseler, 2006). Therefore, this study analyzed methods of
CDE professional development workshops to better train agriculture teachers.
Statement of the Problem
Researchers have demonstrated the important need for professional development
workshops regarding CDE preparation for agriculture teachers (Ball, Bowling, & Bird, 2016).
Offering CDE professional development workshops will encourage agriculture teachers to
increase their knowledge of the various FFA CDE specific content materials and/or curriculum,
gain skills on how to train and support their students, and increase confidence in CDE specific
content. Through this study, teachers will acquire the most current research-based knowledge
and skills and provide the workshop presenters with the opportunity to utilize the teachers’ skills
and expertise (Abdul-Rahman, Bartley, Cummings, & O’Brien, 2013). In addition, these CDE
professional development workshops will provide agriculture teachers with necessary materials,
2

practice tests, and hands on experience used to promote a successful learning environment for
their FFA students (Ricketts & Bruce, 2009).
Researchers suggest CDE training workshops be provided to agriculture teachers (Ball et
al., 2016; Grage, Place, & Ricketts, 2004; King et al., 2013; Ricketts et al., 2006; Ricketts &
Bruce, 2009). However, CDE professional development workshops are not readily available to
agriculture teachers in Mississippi. By exposing the Mississippi agriculture teachers to
workshops provided by Mississippi State University (MSU) faculty and staff (workshop
presenters), the presented training strategies and hands-on activities can promote a successful
learning environment for FFA members competing within CDEs. Researchers have noted that
students’ self-efficacy affects their aspirations, level of interest in intellectual pursuits, academic
accomplishments, and readiness for occupational careers (Bandura, 1995; Hackett, 1985, 1995;
Holden, Moncher, Schinke, & Barker, 1990; Schunk, 1989; Zimmerman, 1995). However,
research shows that “academic achievement is not influenced by student efficacy alone, but that
teachers’ efficacy also has the capability to make equally substantial contribution to students’
motivation, achievement, and their sense of efficacy” (Garvis & Pendergast, 2016, p. 19).
Therefore, this study examines how professional development opportunities impact agriculture
teacher’s self-efficacy of training their students in CDE agricultural skills.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to analyze methods of CDE professional development
workshops to better train agriculture teachers in the required skills for the CDE. The researchers
sought to compare effective teaching methods offered by the workshop presenters and collect
feedback after the workshop in order to determine how the workshop impacts agriculture
teachers’ knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy of the presented CDE topics.
3

Research Objectives
To accomplish this purpose, the following research objectives were established:
1. Describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop presenter
2. Describe differences of the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy) of
participants
3. Compare the workshops based on the available data
Significance of the Study
Currently, there are not enough professional development opportunities for agriculture
teachers regarding CDE content in Mississippi. Evaluating and comparing the methods used by
recruited MSU faculty and staff will allow for appropriate recommendations moving forward for
the most effective delivery methods of professional development as related to learning gains. By
holding the professional development workshops, agriculture teachers will gain necessary
knowledge, skills, and training strategies to benefit their students. Not only will these workshops
provide more opportunity for research, but they will also create a ripple effect to expand the
agricultural skills and education for future chapter members within FFA.
Constitutive Definition of Terms
Agriculture Teacher: The National Association of Agricultural Educators (NAAE, 2020a)
defines an agriculture teacher as an individual who “teaches students about agriculture, food, and
natural resources. Through these subjects, agriculture teachers teach students a wide variety of
skills, including science, math, communications, leadership, management, and technology”
(para. 1).
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Career Development Event (CDE): The National FFA Organization (2020a) defines CDEs as
competitive events for FFA members in grades 7th to 12th that apply agricultural education from
the classroom to develop college and career readiness skills.
The National FFA Organization (FFA): “serve[s] as an outgrowth of instruction in the
agricultural education classroom” (National FFA Organization, 2020a, para. 1). FFA members in
grades 7th to 12th are provided hands-on learning experiences as part of the school-based
agricultural education program.
Operational Definition of Terms
Cooperative Learning: “learner-centered instructional process in which intentionally selected
groups of three to five students work together on a well-defined learning task for the primary
purpose of mastering content” (Newcomb, McCracken, Warmbrod, & Whittington, 2004, p. 145)
Demonstrations: “used to show students how to accomplish a given process or task” (Newcomb
et al., 2004, p. 127)
Discussion: any prompted questions between the presenter and participants including but limited
to class discussion, brainstorming, buzz groups, and pair-share (Newcomb et al., 2004)
Information/Assignment/Skill sheets: “specific study sheets that are designed to guide each
student’s learning experience (Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 177)
Knowledge: Agriculture teacher learning gains from the CDE workshops gauged by Likert scale
questions within the retrospective survey.
Learning gains: knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy that workshop participants reported from the
workshops they attended, as defined on the retrospective survey.
Lecture: “group teaching technique for disseminating factual information” (Newcomb et al.,
2004, p. 116)
5

Self-efficacy: Bandura (1995, 1997) defines self-efficacy as ones’ belief about the skills and
competencies of preforming a specific task.
Skills: Any training strategies or activities introduced by the presenters to the agriculture teachers
which were gauged by Likert scale questions within the retrospective survey.
Supervised Study: “allows each student to learn to use basic reference materials, to find answers
for themselves rather than depend on the teacher as their source of knowledge” (Newcomb et al.,
2004, p. 157)
Teaching methods: For this study, teaching methods are how the presenter delivered the content
to their audience. This can be done via lecture, discussion, resource people, field trips,
demonstrations, cooperative learning, supervised study, experiments, independent study, student
notebooks, and information/assignment/skill sheets. (Newcomb et al., 2004)
Training workshops: three individual sessions for agriculture teachers to learn CDE contentbased material for Agronomy, Food Science & Technology, and/or Nursery/Landscape presented
by MSU faculty and staff.
Limitations
Limitations for this study include an overall small sample size (N=54), so this cannot be
generalized among the entire agriculture teacher population. Also, a small sample size (N=3) of
workshop presenters cannot be generalized among the entire population. Additionally,
participants’ self-reported data for the study is a limitation. Self-reported data can be subject to
issues regarding honesty, accuracy, response bias, and completeness.
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Assumptions
The following assumptions were made prior to, during, and at the completion of this
study: (1) Workshop participants answered all questions honestly and to the best of their ability
on the evaluation surveys. (2) All participants completed the evaluation surveys at the end of the
workshop. (3) Workshop participants in this study were representative of the general agriculture
teacher population in the state of Mississippi. (4) Workshop presenters integrated multiple
teaching methods into their workshop. (5) Workshop participants intend to implement the
learning gains from the workshops to train their students for CDE competition.
Summary of Introduction
By acknowledging the need of professional development for agriculture teachers, the
purpose of this study is to analyze methods of CDE training workshops for teachers to better
train their FFA contestants. These workshops provide training strategies and hands-on activities
for the agriculture teachers to implement within their own CDE training sessions. Not only will
this impact agriculture teachers’ training methods, it will provide students with necessary skills
and set them up for success within the agricultural industry.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This review of relevant literature will explore important aspects of Knowles’ theory of
andragogy, Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy, professional development, and teaching
methodologies. Reviewing how adults learn, their confidence level of preforming tasks, and how
learning opportunities are provided to teachers, will lay the foundation for this study in
understanding effective professional development for adults. Building from this frame of mind,
this study seeks to analyze effective teaching methods provided through CDE professional
development workshops, documenting andragogy usage and self-efficacy evaluations, to better
train agriculture teachers in the required skills for CDEs.
Theoretical Framework
Two theories were used to build the theoretical framework of this study: Knowles’ theory
of andragogy and Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy. Knowles’ theory of andragogy lays out
assumptions for how adults prefer to learn. While, Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy focuses on
one’s perceived level of confidence while performing specific tasks.
Andragogy
Knowles’ work helped to establish differences among children and adult learning, more
formally known as pedagogy and andragogy (Ota, DiCarlo, Burts, Laird, & Gioe, 2006; Baskas,
2011; Sato, Haegele, & Foot, 2017; Franco, 2019). Andragogy refers to adult learners’
8

independent self-concept and ability to direct their own learning. The main difference between
adult and children learners is the educational level of the learner. A college student solving for
the value of x is vastly more advanced from a third grader learning to multiply numbers. “While
pedagogical methods are generally teacher centered, with one-way communication from
instructor to pupil, andragogical methods focus on the learner and emphasize the teacher as
facilitator rather than [a] dictator” (Langcuster & Woods, 2014, para. 4). Adult learners want to
be more involved in their own learning. This can be seen through group discussions as
individuals use their own personal experiences to enlighten others and asking questions to further
explore solutions for present struggles within their daily life. Knowles, Swanson, & Holton
(2005) identified six assumptions about adult learning: (1) need to know, (2) self-concept, (3)
prior experience, (4) readiness to learn, (5) learning orientation, and (6) motivation to learn.
The Need to Know
Adults choose what they want to learn while children are told that they will need specific
knowledge for the future (Knowles, 1973). However, “adults need to understand how a given
skill or piece of information will apply to their lives before being willing to spend time and
energy learning.” (Langcuster & Woods, 2014, para. 5). As an adult the question, “Is this useful
to me?” comes up often when determining if learning a specific task will benefit them
(Langcuster & Woods, 2014).
The Learners’ Self-Concept
Self-concept for adult learners is the transition from “one of total dependency to one of
increasing self-directedness” (Knowles, 1973, p. 45). However, for pedagogy,
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recommended strategies [for instruction] include autonomy support (educator supporting
learner in completing tasks on his or her own), metacognitive support (educator
prompting or questioning to help learner think and reflect), and emotional coaching
(educator providing encouragement and positive coaching during moments of learner
frustration, setback, or failure) (Maille, Ouellette, & Worker, 2017, para. 25).
During psychological development, a child needs a supportive figure to help point them in the
right direction as the child is still dependent on others (Langcuster & Woods, 2014). Whereas,
adult learners avoid any experiences that make they feel as though they are being treated as a
child which can disturb their learning (Knowles, 1973). The independence of supporting your
own ideas and beliefs is what makes an individual an adult thinker (Knowles, 1973).
The Role of the Learners’ Experiences
Past experiences are seen as a resource for adult learning (Knowles, 1973). Adults
interpret and integrate knowledge from their experiences which create meaningful connections
during the learning process (Carpenter-Aeby & Aeby, 2013). The greatest lesson learned by an
adult as stated by Baskas (2011) is to learn from mistakes. One of the best situations to learn
from mistakes is to
interact with others in a community that shares the same intellect and interests in studying
social issues from other colleagues. The experience that nontraditional adults accumulate
can be used in the class setting for reflection and assessment. These adults can use their
experience as educators to challenge or improve the teaching profession (Baskas, 2011, p.
7).
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Individual differences or past mistakes among adult learners are important because their
experience provides a rich resource of learning which can relate to new learning for them and
others (Knowles, 1973).
Readiness to Learn
Adults actively seek learning material that pertains to the “needs” of their life as they
approach their roles as workers, spouses, and leaders (Knowles, 1973). Adults need the timing of
their learning experiences to coincide with these developmental phases of their life (Knowles,
1973). Therefore, an adult’s necessity of learning a given skill is reliant on the timing of the
learning opportunity (Langcuster & Woods, 2014). Additionally, when the learning content is
not relevant, the learning is less effective for adults (Ota et al., 2006).
Orientation to Learning
Learning orientation is dependent on the learners’ stage of “need to know” and “readiness
to learn” because “learners will not become aware of the benefit of learning a task until they are
psychologically ready for the task” (Langcuster & Woods, 2014, para. 11). Learning is subjectcentered for children while, adult learning should be problem-centered (Knowles, 1973).
Subject-centered learning is “acquired basic foundational knowledge” that is built over time
(Knowles, 1973, p. 48). Whereas, problem-centered learning is seeking education due to current
problems within a career or life (Knowles, 1973). Therefore, adults want to “learn what they can
apply in the present” to their daily life (Ota et al., 2006, para. 5).
Motivation
Children tend to be more extrinsically motivated, while adults are more intrinsically
motivated (Knowles et al. 2005). Children are motivated to learn “by external sources such as
11

grades and rewards” while, “adults learn best in response to internal motivators such as selfesteem and quality of life,” (Langcuster & Woods, 2014, para. 12). Knowles et al. (2005) notes
adults’ motivation can become blocked when training and education ignores adult learning
principles. Reference Table 2.1 for an overview of the differences among children and adult
learners.
Differences among children and adult learners
Pedagogy (science of teaching children)
Learner is dependent on instructor
Educator assumes full responsibility for what
is taught
Educator evaluates learning
Learner has limited (to no) experience with
topic being taught
Experience of the educator is primarily used
Students are typically told what and how they
will learn
Learning is a process of acquiring prescribed
subject matter
Content units are typically sequenced by
common standards and objectives

Andragogy (science of teaching adults)
Learner is self-directed
Learner is responsible for their own learning
Self-evaluation is conducted
Learner brings a great deal of experience to
the subject
Different experiences bring diversity to
learning environment
Experience becomes source of self-identity
Readiness can be triggered by anything

Adults need to know why they are learning
something and solve problems associated to
real-life
Mostly extrinsically motivated
Mostly intrinsically motivated
“What is teaching & learning? Educational Foundations” (C. B. Jagger, personal communication,
October 20, 2018).
Teacher Perspective of Andragogy for Professional Development
Within a recent study, Pina (2019) sought to understand how to unify andragogy and
traditional professional development strategies. Pina’s (2019) results found that generally
teachers are not included in the development process for their own continuing education. These
findings go against Knowles theory of andragogy of the adult learner being involved within their
learning experience (Knowles, 1975, 1980). According to andragogy, adult learners must “(a) be
12

active agents in their knowledge acquisition, (b) realize that the educator is no longer the single
individual who holds the knowledge, and (c) take responsibility for their own learning and
become active consumers” (Sato et al., 2017, p. 455). Teachers who attend professional
development often do not receive the training they presently need and refrain from seeking or
asking for additional help. As Sato et al. (2017) suggest, instructors need to meet the interests of
adult learners by involving them in “planning course objectives and activities while solving realworld professional issues and concerns” (p. 455). Pina (2019) reported that the teachers felt
unheard and that their needs were not being met by the professional development opportunities
currently available. This aligned to research by Kennedy (2016) who found attendance at
trainings did not affect direct teacher involvement in their learning.
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy theory in education emerged into predominance with the work of Albert
Bandura. Bandura’s (1995, 1997) theory of self-efficacy focuses on one’s perceived level of
confidence while performing certain skills. Bandura (1995) believed that motivation contributed
to efficacy beliefs when “determin[ing] the goals people set for themselves, how much effort
they expend, how long they persevere in the face of difficulties, and their resilience to failures,”
(p. 8). The motivation to learn as seen in andragogy is also seen within self-efficacy by the adult
learner wanting to understand how to perform a task better. Bandura (1995) also stated that
when faced with obstacles and failures, people who distrust their capabilities slacken
their efforts or give up quickly. Those who have a strong belief in their capabilities exert
greater effort when they fail to master the challenge. Strong perseverance contributes to
performance accomplishments. (p. 8)
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Teachers are known to be resilient and adapt within their careers to help a student
succeed and accomplish their goals. However, anyone who has faced difficulty in finding
solutions when there are no available answers tend to give up. A teachers’ self-efficacy stated by
Bandura (1995) is represented through “the learning environment of a classroom” (p. 19).
Therefore, exploring how a teacher gauges their own self-efficacy of their teaching methods can
help students achieve and reach their academic goals while understanding how to instill
confidence in the teacher.
Self-Efficacy of Teachers
Teachers are consistently seeking new methods on how to juggle the responsibilities of
proper classroom management, daily lesson planning, and providing up-to-date educational
material to their students. As an evaluation tool to collect feedback from teachers, self-efficacy
exposes areas of weakness within educational subjects and their confidence level teaching those
subjects. These weak areas were emphasized by Bandura (1995) that teachers who “lack a secure
sense of instructional efficacy show weak commitment to teaching, spend less time in subject
matters in their areas of perceived inefficacy, and devote less over-all time to academic matters”
(p. 20). Bandura (1995) referred to these teachers as being vulnerable to occupational burnout
due to high stress, chaotic classrooms, and work overload. Teachers are asking the right
questions yet there are no answers or current solutions to help understand CDE specific content
material. Ross (1998) concluded that self-efficacy of teachers is generally high when the teacher
has moderate workloads, school culture is collaborative, orderly students, and when teachers are
working in the area of their expertise. Ashton and Webb (1986) reported that a teachers’
instructional efficacy, regardless of their entering ability, predicts students' levels of academic
achievement within the academic year. To gauge self-efficacy of teachers, a model was created
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by Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) named the Model of Teacher SelfEfficacy.
Model of Teacher Self-Efficacy
As indicated in the model of teacher self-efficacy in Figure 2.1,
Teachers judge their competence in relation to a specific teaching task, and these
judgments result in an efficacy expectation for that task. One of the things that make
teachers’ efficacy judgments so powerful is the cyclical nature of the process by which
they are formed. As noted in Figure 2.1, the performances and outcomes create a new
mastery experience, which provides new information that will be processed to shape
future efficacy beliefs (Urdan, 2006, p. 119).

Figure 2.1

Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998, p. 228) model of teaching selfefficacy
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Figure 2.1 combines Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory and Bandura’s (1997, 1995)
four principal sources of teacher self-efficacy beliefs. The four sources of Bandura’s (1995) selfefficacy theory as seen in Figure 2.1 are: mastery experience, physiological and emotional states,
vicarious experience, and social persuasion. The combination of these two theories are seen
within the model as “self-perceptions of teaching competence” and “the teaching task and its
context” (Garvis & Pendergast, 2016, p.4). This model represents Banduras’ (1997) statement
that once self-efficacy is established, it is resistant to change. However, by knowing which stage
a teacher is at within their career, possible adoption of change can occur (Rogers, 2003).
Teacher Self-Efficacy throughout Career
Garvis and Pendergast (2016) concluded that teachers are generally more likely to
improve their teaching methods as early career professionals rather than change methods later
within their career. Early career teachers benefit the most from assistance as their teacher selfefficacy is not fully established (Shane & Rhoton, 2001). “Classroom management, designing
subject-specific lessons, establishing conceptual connections within and across lessons, using
student comments and questions, monitoring student understanding, and meeting the needs of
individual students” are areas of weakness as a teacher is first starting their career (Shane &
Rhoton, 2001, p. 95). Additionally, the need to excite an unmotivated audience of the subject
matter during daily lessons is seen as a weak area for midcareer teachers (Shane & Rhoton,
2001). Ultimately, teachers late in their careers are the least likely to change their self-efficacy
but can impart their wisdom collected over their career to fellow teachers (Shane & Rhoton,
2001). Therefore, “core beliefs need to be retained and reinforced while inconsistent beliefs need
to be modified or discarded in order to allow for the adoption of new teaching practices” (Shane
& Rhoton, 2001, p. 96). Guskey (1986) and McLaughlin (1990) both reported that once teachers
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see their students improve learning, the teachers will modify their beliefs after the fact.
Additionally, Shane and Rhoton (2001) stated that “teachers’ beliefs about student learning, their
lack of confidence in subject matter understanding, or their perceptions of the potential
pedagogical challenges of reform will foil attempts to implement new curriculum or significantly
change classroom practice” (p. 96). In order for professional development to be effective, “it
must meet the perceived needs of individuals at their career stage” and “the learning material
must be coherent and integrated for the expected audience” (Shane & Rhoton, 2001, p. 95).
Educational Professional Development
As a teacher, education is a never-ending process even after earning a degree and starting
a career. Continuing educational opportunities consistently improve a teachers’ skills and overall
proficiency of their job. Therefore, professional development intends for teachers to become
more effective and satisfied with their daily work. Professional development for teachers noted
by Shane and Rhoton (2001) is the practice of building understanding and ability for lifelong
learning which includes “opportunities for continuous skill and knowledge acquisition in an
effort to create effective learning opportunities for students” (p. 92). Teachers need to be
confident in their ability to teach their students. However, “teaching below the students’ level of
ability leads to disengagement and boredom. Teaching above realistic expectations leads to
students giving up” (Barrick & Thoron, 2016, para. 3). Thus, professional development needs a
base line to use as a guide when developing opportunities for teachers. Shane and Rhoton (2001)
suggested the best professional development experiences for an audience of teachers include the
following principles:
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(1) A commitment to the concept that all children can and should learn in ways that
reflect an emphasis on inquiry-based learning, problem-solving, student investigation and
discovery, and application of knowledge.
(2) The implementation and modeling of instructional methods to promote adult learning
that mirror the methods to be used with students.
(3) Professional development experiences that build a community and culture of learning
and enhance the capacity of teachers to become education leaders
(4) Consciously designed structures that link professional development to other parts of
the educational system.
(5) Professional development programs that constantly review and assess their
effectiveness and ability to meet their goals and align with their vision (p. 13-14).
These principles help to shape and develop continuing educational programs for teachers
within mathematics and science education. Similar to the logic model approach of addressing a
situation with inputs and outputs set within a timeframe to address a problem, professional
development programs are developed with that same goal in mind of addressing a problem. Seen
in Figure 2.2, the model illustrates how to design and analyze professional development
programs for mathematics and science education (Loucks-Horsley, Hewson, Love, & Stiles,
1998).
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Figure 2.2

The Professional Development Design Process for Mathematics and Science
Education Reform,

Loucks-Horsley, Hewson, Love, and Stiles (1998)

The center boxes represent the many phases that developers transition through to create
the end product of professional development opportunities for teachers in education reform.
Context, knowledge and beliefs, critical issues, and strategies are also part of the design
framework for professional learning. This model helps to develop plans that are “uniquely
designed to meet the particular needs of the teachers and students” (Shane & Rhoton, 2001, p.
15). With this framework, CDE specific content professional development opportunities could be
created as well.
CDE Professional Development
Currently, there are limited professional development programs for CDE FFA specific
content tailored for Mississippi agriculture teachers. However, agriculture teachers nation-wide
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are encouraged to attend the National FFA Convention & Expo, currently held in Indianapolis
(National FFA Organization, 2020b). Teacher workshops at the National FFA Convention &
Expo provide new ideas and activities for teachers to integrate into their classrooms (National
FFA Organization, 2020b). Yet, agriculture teachers have not been able to attend “noting that
funding was not available despite their interest” (Hendrix, 2019, p. 81) Additionally, Hendrix
(2019) reported a “Mississippi respondent felt that there were not enough STEM-focused
professional development opportunities open to agricultural educators,” (p. 82). When
comparing data from Mississippi to the other states within the National Association of
Agricultural Educators (NAAE) Region V, Mississippi had the lowest number of students in
agriculture, food and natural resource courses yet not the lowest amount of agriculture teachers
(NAAE, 2020b).There are 139 agriculture teachers within Mississippi who are expected to teach
7240 students while juggling the responsibilities of proper classroom management, daily lesson
planning, and providing up-to-date educational material (NAAE, 2020b).The Mississippi
Association of Vocational Agriculture Teachers (MAVAT) and Mississippi Association for
Career and Technical Educators were identified by respondents in Hendrix study (2019) as
STEM professional development sessions offered at state level conferences.
Ricketts et al. (2006) conducted a study that analyzed pre-service/in-service needs of
Georgia agriculture teachers. The highest rated pre-service/in-service preparation needs were:
“integrating current advances in agriculture technology into the curriculum, teaching skills and
concepts in electricity, teaching skills and concepts in small animal care and veterinary
technology, teaching skills and concepts in animal biotechnology, and teaching skills and
concepts in aquaculture” (Ricketts et al., 2006, p. 28). Shane & Rhoton (2001) stated that in
order for professional development to be effective, training styles need to be “modified or
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discarded in order to allow for the adoption of new teaching practices” (p. 96). Also, in order for
trainers to become facilitators, Knowles (1980) stated “they must first understand how adults
learn and how learning is different from being taught” (p.97)
Teaching Methodology
No matter the instructor, a teaching method is present. Ranging from lecture to hands-on
activities, an adult’s preferred style of learning follows Knowles’ (2005) six assumptions of
andragogy which are unique to each individual. Poskey, Igo, and Waliezek (2003) stated that
“providing learning opportunities to complement a [learner]’s preferred style” better prepares the
learner within an educational environment (p. 46). Ambrose, Bridges, DiPietro, Lovett, and
Norman (2010) define the following seven research-based principles for smart teaching:
(1) students’ prior knowledge can help or hinder learning, (2) how students organize
knowledge influences how they learn and apply what they know, (3) students’ motivation
determines, directs, and sustains what they do to learn, (4) to develop mastery, students
must acquire component skills, practice integrating them, and know when to apply what
they have learned, (5) goal-directed practice coupled with targeted feedback enhances the
quality of students’ learning, (6) students’ current level of development interacts with the
social, emotional, and intellectual climate of the course to impact learning, and (7) to
become self-directed learners, students must learn to monitor and adjust their approached
to learning (p. 4-6).
Each of these principles are directed to learners, or for this study adult learners. No
matter if an individual is within secondary, postsecondary, or informal education, the cultivation
of one’s learning is unique. Therefore, a wide variety of teaching methods are known to fulfil the
needs of learners. Newcomb et al. (2004) lay out several teaching methods as group and
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individualized teaching techniques. These teaching techniques include: lecture, discussion,
resource people, field trips, demonstrations, cooperative learning, supervised study, experiments,
independent study, student notebooks, and information/assignment/skill sheets.
Lecture
Lecture is when a presenter simply talks about content “for disseminating factual
information” (Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 116). Middendorf and Kalish (1996) recommend 15- to
20-minute lectures spaced out with active learning activities to reenergize participants for more
incoming waves of information. McKeachie (2002) found lectures as useful in presenting key
concepts, up-to-date information and summarizing material from various sources. Lectures can
spark interest in new topics, motivate learners to dig deeper by researching further, or challenge
ideas previously taken for granted (McKeachie, 2002). Also, presenters can design problemcentered lectures to tap into an adult learner’s task-centered mind set of wanting to learn how to
fix everyday problems (Knowles, 1973; Ota et al., 2006).
Discussion
Discussion consists of any prompted questions between the presenter and participants
including but limited to class discussion, brainstorming, buzz groups, and pair-share (Newcomb
et al., 2004). Presenters use this method to get participants to critically think about the material
and apply it to relevant situations or real-life examples. Ota el al. (2006) describes discussions as
a “transfer of knowledge to new situations; problem solving, thinking, or attitude change; and
motivation for further learning” (para. 14). Langcuster & Woods (2014) states that “involving
adult learners in their own instruction and allowing them to share their experiences tends to
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improve the learning environment” (para. 8). Therefore, Ota et al. (2006) claims discussion is
superior to lectures for adult learners.
Demonstrations
Demonstrations are “used to show students how to accomplish a given process or task”
(Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 127). This can be seen when the presenter instructs the participants
about an activity then the participants perform the activity. Demonstrations are great to get
participants involved through hands-on activities by allowing them to actually preform the skill
or task themselves which helps to gauge an adult learner’s self-concept on their readiness to
learn (Langcuster & Woods, 2014).
Cooperative Learning
Cooperative learning is “learner-centered instructional process in which intentionally
selected groups of three to five students work together on a well-defined learning task for the
primary purpose of mastering content” (Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 145) This form of group work
encourages involvement of all the participants by allowing the adult learner to share their
independent knowledge (Knowles, 1973) . Also, it motivates participants to delegate each of the
tasks among group members and/or work together towards a common goal.
Supervised Study
Supervised study is work that participants do independently which “allows each student
to learn to use basic reference materials, to find answers for themselves rather than depend on the
teacher as their source of knowledge” (Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 157). Barrick and Thoron
(2016) found that when “students learn what they practice” and “the closer learning experiences
are to real-life situations, the greater student learning will be” (para. 12). Also, Knowles (1973)
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supports supervised study by recognizing adult learners as independent thinkers who actively
seek to apply their knowledge to real-world situations. Additionally, Barrick and Thoron (2016)
declared that practicing what is learned through supervised study is the most effective for
educational experiences.
Information/Assignment/Skill Sheets
Information/assignment/skill sheets are “specific study sheets that are designed to guide
each student’s learning experience” (Newcomb et al., 2004, p. 177). These can be any
worksheets and/or documents given to the participants to use during an activity. The sheets are
given as a reference and/or to evaluate participants knowledge of the presented material. Usually,
participants are to work independently on these sheets.
Teaching Methodology during Professional Development
These procedures are the framework needed for adult learners while using various
teaching methods. Learning proceeds more rapidly and is retained longer when subject matter
appears useful, material is presented in a structured sequence, and is clear to learners (Knowles,
1973). Radford (1998) reported methods intended for students used for teachers mirror how
content learning and hands-on experience should be taught which resulted in increased teacher
confidence and pedagogical understanding. Therefore, teachers want to be taught as though they
are the student in their classroom absorbing this information. This “opportunity for fresh, novel,
and stimulating experience is an effective kind of reward” that demonstrates a variety of
instruction for teachers (Barrick & Thoron, 2016, para. 4). Ultimately providing a new
perspective of the utilization of different teaching methods that can awaken a teachers’
classroom to learning (Shane & Rhoton, 2001).
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Summary
Shane & Rhoton (2001) determined that “one size usually does not fit all” when
regarding professional development programs (p. 15). However, when the important aspects of
Knowles’ theory of andragogy, Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy, professional development, and
teaching methodology are combined, a potential opportunity is created for a learning
environment to meet the unique needs of agriculture teachers. All while maximizing the ability
of improving agriculture teacher’s self-efficacy of CDE specific content. Professional
development programs for agriculture teachers need to understand the six assumptions in
andragogy and examine traditional methods used for adult learning in order to create successful
trainings of CDE specific content (Ota et al., 2006). By incorporating andragogy assumptions
and self-efficacy reported evaluations, professional development has the potential to create and
sustain workshops to improve CDE specific content for agriculture teachers.
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METHODS
Restatement of Problem
Researchers have expressed that agriculture teachers should acquire more professional
development in CDE specific content (Ball et al., 2016; Grage et al., 2004; King et al., 2013;
Ricketts et al., 2006; Ricketts & Bruce, 2009). Agriculture teachers have a desire to improve
their students learning environment to get them career ready for the real-world and workforce
within the agriculture industry (Missouri teach Ag, 2018). Therefore, the researchers of this
study aim to determine the impact of CDE professional development workshops on agriculture
teachers’ level of knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy for the presented CDE topics.
Restatement of Research Objectives
The purpose of the study was to analyze methods of CDE professional development
workshops to better train agriculture teachers in the required skills for the CDE. The researchers
sought to compare effective teaching methods offered by the workshop presenters and collect
feedback after the workshop in order to determine how the workshops impact agriculture
teachers’ knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy of the presented CDE topics. To accomplish this
purpose, the following research objectives were established:
1. Describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop presenter
2. Describe differences of the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy) of
participants
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3. Compare the workshops based on the available data
Population and Sample
Workshop Presenters
MSU faculty and staff, who serve as the contest superintendents for the State level
contests, were recruited as presenters for each CDE via email. Recruited presenters who were
able to prepare a workshop within the limited time frame become the convenient population of
workshop presenters for this study. The Food Science & Technology presenter had already
prepared their workshop as part of a larger study. Once that workshop was developed the idea of
this study came to fruition, leading the researchers to seek out other state contest superintendents
who would be willing to present workshops to the agriculture teachers. Both the Agronomy and
Nursey/Landscape presenters had indicated a desire to present workshops previously which
made them a logical choice to be the other presenters.
Each presenter was asked to prepare a 2-hour training session for the CDE they oversee
at the State level in Mississippi. All presenters (N=3) provided consent to have samples of their
work reviewed for the purpose of this research [Appendix A]. The Agronomy presenter was an
Assistant Research Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences. The Nursery/Landscape presenter was
an Extension Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences. And the Food Science & Technology
presenter was a Research Graduate Assistant of Food Science & Technology.
Workshop Participants
Agriculture teachers, attending the summer and winter teacher conferences with an
interest in CDE professional development workshops within Mississippi became the convenient
population for the study. All participants (N=54) were recruited at the beginning of each
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workshop and provided their written consent [Appendix B]. The attendance of the three
workshops were as follows, Agronomy (N=13), Food Science & Technology (N=31), and
Nursery/Landscape (N=10). The majority of participants (N=30) only attended one out of the
three workshops. Some of the participants (N=12) attended at least two of the workshops.
However, none of the workshop participants attended all three workshops within this study.
Research Design
This case study describes methods of CDE training workshops to assist agriculture
teachers in their preparation of future student competitors. The researchers sought to compare
effective teaching methods offered by the workshop presenters and collect feedback after the
workshop to determine how the workshops impact agriculture teachers’ knowledge, skills, and
self-efficacy of the presented CDE topics.
A case study “investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the “case”) in-depth and within
its real-world context” (Yin, 2018, p. 15). Case studies center around “how well, how much, or
how efficiently knowledge, attitudes, or opinions and the like exist or are being developed”
(Hyun, Fraenkel, & Wallen, 2014, p.13). However, Yin (2018) distinguishes case studies as a
method which researchers have little to no control of behavioral events and focus on a
contemporary set of events. Therefore, case studies are separated into four types of design (see
Figure 3.1). The four types of designs for case studies are (Type 1) single-case (holistic)
designs, (Type 2) single-case (embedded) designs, (Type 3) multiple-case (holistic) designs, and
(Type 4) multiple-case (embedded) designs.
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Figure 3.1

Basic Types of Designs for Case Studies (Yin, 2018, p. 48)

A (Type 3) multiple-case (holistic) design as defined by Yin (2018) was used for this
study. A multiple-case study is when “a researcher studies multiple cases at the same time as part
of one overall study” (Hyun et al., 2014, p. 433). For this study, the researcher chose three cases
to evaluate the impact of CDE workshops for agriculture teachers.
This case study sought to describe presenters’ teaching method, describe participants’
learning gains and compare results among the three CDE workshops which were Agronomy,
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Food Science & Technology, and Nursery/Landscape (see Figure 3.2). Each presenter had full
control of workshop content therefore, the researcher had no control of how the information
would be taught by the presenters. The workshops were video recorded and evaluated with the
client/peer educator evaluation tool. The participants completed a retrospective evaluation survey
after each workshop. This study followed a replication design as suggested by Yin (2018). The
replication design was implemented to consistently analyze the cases with the same criteria and
instruments for each workshop. Frequency count of how often the presenters used Newcomb et
al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions were
documented after their workshop. Differences of the participants’ learning gains, which were
split into three categories including knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy were self-reported after
each workshop using the retrospective evaluation instrument.
The holistic approach is seen through the evaluation instruments within the study. These
formative evaluations help to strengthen and improve the implementation of professional
development workshops for agriculture teachers by examining the delivery of the workshops
(Hyun et al., 2014). Not only are the participants examining the workshops with a retrospective
evaluation, the researcher also evaluated each workshop with the client/peer educator evaluation.
The participant and observer evaluations were analyzed per case then cross analyzed to describe
the ideal CDE workshop for agriculture teachers. The case study design was selected for this
study, as it would be impossible for the researcher to separate factors or variables from the
context of the workshop environment.

30

Figure 3.2

Case Study Design for CDE Workshops; Conceptual Framework of Case Study
Design of CDE Workshops (Yin, 2018, p. 48)

31

Instrumentation
The researcher implemented two instruments to collect the data. The instruments
included the retrospective evaluation surveys and the client/peer educator evaluation. All
methodology was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human
Subjects (Protocol ID: IRB-19-503).
Retrospective Evaluation Surveys
The retrospective evaluation survey for each workshop was used to evaluate the
workshop and the participants’ learning gains, intended practices, and self-efficacy of the CDE
material. The survey consisted of a consent form, general information, instruction and
satisfaction, specific learning, specific practices, self-efficacy, and ended with a check box for
voluntary participation in follow-up research. A template was sent to each presenter to customize
the survey content for their workshop [Appendix C]. After finalizations from each presenter, the
surveys were printed out for the workshops [Appendices D, E, & F]. The survey was designed to
test participants’ knowledge, learning gains, and self-efficacy on content from the attended
workshops. General information was collected at the start of each survey for the researchers aid
when distinguishing which participants attended more than one workshop. Instruction and
satisfaction were assessed through nine questions in Likert scale format that range from 1 to 5,
1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree, asking participants to evaluate the instruction and
satisfaction of the presenter. Participants were asked nine specific learning questions with respect
to before this training they knew and now they know, in Likert scale format that range from 1 to
5, 1= very little and 5= very much. Additionally, two open-ended questions were asked regarding
the most important learned item and suggestions on what else could have been included during
the workshop. Six questions of specific practices they did before this training and they planned to
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do after this training were asked. Participants were able to respond with a yes, no, or maybe for
both before and after. One open-ended question asked the participants which if any specific
practices they will try to do from this training. Nine questions in Likert scale format ranging
from 1 to 5, 1= strongly disagree and 5= strongly agree, asked participants to evaluate their selfefficacy of the CDE. The final question asked participants to check mark their response as yes or
no if they were willing to use this training information during the Spring 2020 school semester
and provide additional feedback to our research team.
Validity.
The retrospective evaluation survey was originally created as part of the Food Science &
Technology workshop presenters dissertation study and then was adapted to fit the other two
workshops for this study. A panel of experts in the field of program development and evaluation
reviewed the retrospective questions to determine face validity. The panel determined the
questions to be appropriate for assessing learning gains, intended practices, and self-efficacy
levels purported to be measured.
Client/peer educator evaluation
The client/peer educator evaluation was used to evaluate the presenters of each workshop
[Appendix G]. The evaluation tool was originally constructed for MSU Extension staff to
evaluate the performance of any Extension workshop within individual counties and at
Mississippi State University. We were granted permission to use this tool from the creator. For
this study, the tool was used to evaluate each of the three presenter’s performance. Eight
questions in Likert scale format that range from 1 to 5, 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree,
evaluated the presenter’s overall performance during the workshop. Four open-ended questions
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were asked to the observers regarding the presenter’s objectives of a program/event/activity,
teaching style, presented learning activities/teaching methods, overall satisfaction or educator
delivery performance, and possible improvements of the session.
Validity.
A panel of experts in the field of extension program and staff development reviewed the
survey questions to determine face validity used within the study. The panel determined the
questions to be appropriate for assessing the performance of presenters to be measured.
Data Collection
Retrospective Evaluation Surveys
A total of three workshops were created and carried out by the recruited presenters. The
Food Science & Technology CDE workshop was held during the summer Career and Technical
Education Teachers Conference in July of 2019. Both the Agronomy and Nursery/Landscape
CDE workshops were held at the Winter Agriculture Teachers Conference in December 2019.
Each presenter designed their two-hour workshops as they saw fit to address the training needs
for their specific CDE competition in Mississippi. Once the presenter designed their workshop,
they then received the retrospective evaluation survey template to create the measured items for
their individual workshop.
At the beginning of each workshop, conference attendees were made aware they were in
a workshop where research was being conducted. All conference attendees in the workshop
breakout were asked to stay after the end of the workshop to complete the retrospective
evaluation survey. All attendees were also made aware the workshop was being recorded for
research purposes.
34

At the end of each workshop, attendees completed the consent form and retrospective
evaluation survey. The individuals who stayed to complete the survey became the convenient
population for this study. Only the researcher had access to the retrospective evaluation surveys
for each workshop. All identifying documents were stored in the researcher’s office.
Workshop and Video Recordings
All of the workshops were recorded for the researcher to evaluate after the workshop was
delivered by the presenters. The researcher retained a copy of these videos, with permission from
the presenter and participants, in order to further evaluate the workshop for specific teaching
methods used and andragogy assumptions addressed. Presenter’s use of teaching methods was
collected as a frequency count along with an analysis of time spent on each teaching method.
The researcher also watched each workshop video and recorded the andragogy assumptions
addressed by the presenter.
Client/peer educator evaluation
The client/peer educator evaluation was used to evaluate presenter performance during
and after the workshop. During each workshop, the observer documented the instructor’s overall
performance with the client/peer educator evaluation throughout the 2-hour allotted time.
Additionally, observations of the recorded workshops were done to establish reliability of the
observer’s initial evaluation.
Data Analysis
Data was analyzed in multiple ways to address the specific objectives of this study. For
objective one, describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop presenter, workshop
videos were the source of data. Objective two, describe differences of the learning gains of
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participants, used the retrospective survey items as the source of data. All data was additionally
used for objective three to compare the workshops.
Workshop and Video Recordings
The researcher analyzed each video for frequency counts and length of time spent on each
teaching method. The teaching methods were measured with these criteria:
Lecture: presenter talking about CDE workshop content
Discussion: any prompted questions between presenter and participants
Demonstrations: when the presenter instructs the participants about an activity then the
participants perform the activity.
Cooperative Learning: any work that participants do as a group
Supervised Study: any work that participants do independently
Information/Assignment/Skill sheets: any worksheets or hard copy documents given to the
participants to use during an activity
Additionally, the videos were analyzed for which of the six andragogy assumptions, laid
out by Knowles theory, were addressed. Videos were watched four times to help ensure accuracy
of the analyzed data.
Retrospective Evaluation Survey
Each section of the survey was analyzed a little differently. The first and last sections,
which included the instruction/satisfaction and self-efficacy items, were analyzed with
descriptive statistics. Both areas of the survey consisted of a 5-point Likert Scale. Researchers
analyzed the data for means and standard deviations. Additionally, an overall self-efficacy mean
was calculated to help compare the workshops within objective three.
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The knowledge gain area of the survey, which included before and after scores of the
participants’ knowledge levels, was analyzed with a paired samples t-test. The specific practices
area of the survey was analyzed with frequency counts of whether the participants had used or
intended to use the specific practices before and after the workshop. Participants had the option
to respond with yes, no, or maybe to these items for both before and after the workshop. Within
SPSS, no was given the value of zero, maybe was recorded as a one, and a yes response was
coded as two. In order to help analyze movement forward with their responses a change score
was also calculated between their before and after response for each item.
Client/Peer Educator Evaluation
The four last sections of the evaluation were analyzed, these included the objectives of
the workshop, any learning activities/teaching methods implemented, overall presenter
satisfaction and any recommendations for improvement. The observer’s initial evaluation during
each workshop was reported to help compare the workshops within objective three.

37

RESULTS & DISCUSSION
In an attempt to analyze methods of CDE training workshops to better train agriculture
teachers through professional development in this study, three objectives were established.
1. Describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop presenter.
2. Describe differences of the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy) of
participants.
3. Compare the workshops based on the available data.
Objective One Results
Objective one was to describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop
presenter. Analysis was conducted using videotapes from each presenter’s CDE workshop.
Researchers conducted a frequency count of how often the presenters used Newcomb et al.’s
(2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions in their workshop.
Agronomy
The Agronomy presenter was an Assistant Research Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences
at Mississippi State University. Frequency counts of the presenter’s use of Newcomb et al.’s
(2004) six teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions are reported in
Table 4.1 and 4.2. Findings were that four out of the six teaching methodologies, predicted to be
utilized during the workshop, were used by the Agronomy presenter. The teaching methods used
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by the Agronomy presenter included: discussion, information/assignment/skill sheets,
cooperative learning, and lecture. Discussion (44%) and information/assignment/skill sheets
(40%) were the most utilized teaching methods during the workshop while lecture was the least
utilized (7%). The agronomy presenter used four out of Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy
assumptions. The assumptions used were the need to know, self-concept, prior experience, and
readiness to learn.
Overall, the presenter promoted discussion, answered questions from the audience, and
assisted the workshop participants through the Agronomy CDE contest. The presenter applied
the participants readiness to learn and self-concept by using the following information/
assignment/skill sheets: 20 minutes to work on multiple choice exam from FFA website, ID
seeds activity, ID live plants activity, ID machinery activity, and practice farmer problem.
Additionally, the presenter suggested these resources: Southern Forages, Weeds of the South,
Common grasses and weeds, and the FFA website.
Teaching Method Used by Presenter During Agronomy Workshop
Item

frequency

time

Avg.
time

Lecture

1

5.12

7%

Discussion

9

30.93

44%

Demonstrations

-

-

-

Cooperative Learning

1

5.97

9%

Information/Assignment/Skill
sheets

4

28.02

40%

Supervised Study

-

-

-

Teaching Method

39

Knowles’ (2005) Assumptions Used by Presenter During Agronomy Workshop
frequency

Item
Knowles’ (2005)
assumptions
(1) Need to Know

2

(2) Self-Concept

4

(3) Prior Experience

9

(4) Readiness to Learn

4

(5) Learning Orientation

-

(6) Motivation to Learn

-

Food Science & Technology
The Food Science & Technology presenter was a Research Graduate Assistant of Food
Science and Technology at Mississippi State University. Researchers conducted a frequency
count of the presenter’s use of Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005)
six andragogy assumptions. These results can be seen in Table 4.3 and 4.4. Findings were that all
six teaching methodologies predicted to be utilized during the workshop were used by the Food
Science & Technology presenter. The teaching methods used by the Food Science & Technology
presenter included: lecture, discussion, demonstrations, cooperative learning,
information/assignment/skill sheets, and supervised study. Cooperative learning with
information/assignment/skill sheets was the most (30%) utilized teaching method during the
workshop while supervised study was the least utilized (5%). The Food Science & Technology
presenter used three out of Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions. The assumptions used
were the need to know, self-concept, and readiness to learn.
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Overall, the presenter primarily used cooperative learning with information/assignment/
skill sheets and discussion. The presenter applied the participants’ readiness to learn through
these demonstrations: M&M activity, Glo Germ lotion activity, bread rising activity of warm
water, cold water, room temp water with yeast and sugar in a test tube with balloons to collect
the gas, and participants were taught how to properly sniff aromas. The participants’ readiness to
learn was also seen with the cooperative learning of ice cream in a bag activity and the 5Ds of
product development worksheet. The participants’ used their self-concept during the sensory
evaluation activity, participants were asked to independently identify the two provided aromas.
Additionally, the presenter suggested participants to implement the presenters’ Food Science
curriculum with a teaching toolkit to train students and recommended the FFA website.
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Teaching Method Used by Presenter During Food Science & Technology
Workshop
Item

frequency

time

Avg.
time

Lecture

18

26.33

27.3%

Discussion

17

28.05

29.7%

Demonstrations

4

7.58

8%

Cooperative Learning

1

Teaching Method

28.10

Information/Assignment/Skill
sheets

1

Supervised Study

2

4.38

30%
5%

Knowles’ (2005) Assumptions Used by Presenter During Food Science &
Technology Workshop
frequency

Item
Knowles’ (2005)
assumptions
(1) Need to Know

5

(2) Self-Concept

1

(3) Prior Experience

-

(4) Readiness to Learn

5

(5) Learning Orientation

-

(6) Motivation to Learn

-
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Nursery/Landscape
The Nursery/Landscape presenter was an Extension Professor of Plant and Soil Sciences
at Mississippi State University. Frequency counts of the presenter’s use of Newcomb et al.’s
(2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions are reported in Table
4.5 and 4.6. Findings were that three out of the six teaching methodologies predicted to be
utilized during the workshop were used by the Nursery/Landscape presenter. The teaching
methods used by the Nursery/Landscape presenter included lecture (90%) as the most utilized
teaching method during the workshop, while discussion (4%) was the least utilized. Discussion
may have had more frequency than the presenters’ supervised study. However, the presenters’
supervised study activity was two minutes longer than the total discussion time during the
workshop. The agronomy presenter used two out of Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions
including, need to know and prior experience.
Supervised study was used during the “fastener” activity. As a class the presenter had the
audience organize the various fasteners into groups with similar characteristics. This activity was
demonstrated to the audience to show their students how to ID plants by grouping similar
characteristics together for easier and improved memorization.
Overall, the presenter primarily lectured to the audience with tips and tricks from prior
experiences to help teachers better train students to identify plants. These strategies included:
“chunking” (grouping) the material together, providing funny sayings to get students to
remember names (Ex. Quercus buckleyi has a hairy crotch), using a key to identify plants,
hosting a quiz bowl or trivia night; dividing students into teams to practice material, promoting
the use of flashcards; using box systems: swapping flashcards among team members, and telling
students to place flashcards in the bathroom to study. Additionally, the Nursery/Landscape
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presenter suggested these resources: Better Homes & Gardens, Go Botany: Native Plant Trust
website, Missouri Botanic Garden, PlantSnap app, World Horticulture Society Encyclopedia,
Readers Digest: Encyclopedia of Garden Plants, picture books of plants, and the FFA website.
Teaching Method Used by Presenter During Nursery/Landscape Workshop
Item

frequency

time

Avg.
time

Lecture

11

1:14.17

90%

Discussion

9

3.33

4%

Demonstrations

-

-

-

Cooperative Learning

-

-

-

Information/Assignment/Skill
sheets

-

-

-

Supervised Study

1

5.19

6%

Teaching Method
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Knowles’ (2005) Assumptions Used by Presenter During Nursery/Landscape
Workshop
frequency

Item
Knowles’ (2005)
assumptions
(1) Need to Know

1

(2) Self-Concept

-

(3) Prior Experience

2

(4) Readiness to Learn

-

(5) Learning Orientation

-

(6) Motivation to Learn

-

Objective Two Results
Objective two was to describe differences of the learning gains of participants. Learning
gains were split into three categories including knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy. Each of these
areas from the Retrospective Workshop Evaluation instrument were analyzed for each workshop
and are reported within this section.
Agronomy
Knowledge Pre-/Post Results
A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare workshop participants’ self-ratings on
the knowledge pre-/post test scores of each specific learning item for the Agronomy workshop (n
= 13). Results indicated that there were significant differences from all of the pre-post selfreported mean knowledge scores towards Agronomy CDE content. The p-value of each item
reported in Table 4.7 is less than

= 0.05. Therefore, these results suggest that participants
45

gained more knowledge of the presented Agronomy CDE content after the workshop.
Specifically, our results suggest that when participants attend the Agronomy CDE workshop,
their self-ratings of knowledge increases. Table 4.7 displays the t-test results.
Workshop participants’ pre-post mean knowledge towards Agronomy CDE
content
Item
Agronomy CDE Elements

n
13

Pretest
M
SD
1.77
.92

Posttest
M
SD
3.77
.83

df
12

t
-5.58

p
.000

Plant Identification

13

2.46

.77

3.62

1.04

12

-4.21

.001

Seed Identification

13

2.62

.65

3.69

.94

12

-3.74

.003

Machinery Identification

13

3.00

1.00

3.92

.95

12

-2.98

.011

Farmer Problem

13

2.00

.81

3.23

1.09

12

-3.41

.005

Team Presentations

13

1.85

.89

3.08

1.25

12

-3.11

.009

Note. 1 = Very Little, 2 = Little, 3 = Some, 4 = Much, 5 = Very Much
Skills Pre-/Post Results
Four items were analyzed to establish pre-post skill frequency and change score mean
related to the intended practices of the CDEs. The majority (77%) of workshop participants
reported they intend to implement almost every skill, after this training, related to Agronomy
CDE content that was presented in the survey. One of the items participants indicated less (62%)
intention to implement the skill: “Train students to identify crop/weed species by seed.” Table
4.8 displays the frequency and change score of the pre-/post skills.
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Workshop participants’ pre-post skill frequency and change score mean towards
Agronomy CDE content
Item
Yes
Train students to identify
crop/weed species by plant

Train students to identify
crop/weed species by seed

Train students to identify
common farm machinery

Prepare students to analyze,
diagnose, and discuss farmer
problem

Pretest
Posttest
frequency frequency
10
3

Maybe

6

3

No

4

-

Yes

3

8

Maybe

5

5

No

5

-

Yes

6

10

Maybe

5

3

No

2

-

Yes

3

10

Maybe

6

3

No

4

-

Change Score
M
SD
.84

.68

.76

.72

.46

.66

.84

.68

Note. 0 = No, 1 = Maybe, 2 = Yes

Personal Self-Efficacy towards Agronomy CDE
Nine items were analyzed to establish participants personal self-efficacy related to the
intended practices of the CDEs. Nearly all means fell above 3.5 indicating participants tended to
agree with the self-efficacy statements. Two of the statements had slightly lower means, “I know
how to teach Agronomy CDE concepts effectively” and “I can teach Agronomy CDE concepts
as well as I do most subjects.” Table 4.9 shows workshop participants’ personal teaching
efficacy towards Agronomy CDE.
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Workshop participants’ personal self-efficacy towards Agronomy CDE
Item
I can explain the different aspects of Agronomy CDE.

n
13

M
3.77

SD
.43

I can explain Agronomy CDE concepts well enough to be
effective in training teams.

13

3.62

.65

I know how to teach Agronomy CDE concepts effectively.

13

3.38

.76

I can teach Agronomy CDE concepts as well as I do most
subjects.

13

2.92

1.03

I can employ Agronomy CDE activities in my classroom
effectively.

13

3.69

.94

I can increase students’ interest in learning Agronomy CDE
concepts.

13

3.85

.37

I can promote a positive attitude toward Agronomy CDE learning
in my students.

13

3.92

.27

I can help my students apply their Agronomy knowledge to real
world situations.

13

3.85

.55

My effectiveness in teaching Agronomy can influence the
achievement of students with low motivation.

13

3.85

.55

3.65

.50

Overall Efficacy Mean Score

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

Food Science & Technology
Knowledge Pre-/Post Results
A paired-samples t-tests were conducted to compare workshop participants’ self-ratings
on the knowledge pre-/post test scores of each of specific learning item for the Food Science &
Technology workshop (n = 31). Results indicated that there were significant differences from all
of the pre-post self-reported mean knowledge scores towards Food Science & Technology CDE
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content. The p-value of each item reported p = 0.00 in Table 4.10 which is less than

= 0.05.

Therefore, these results suggest that participants gained more knowledge of the presented Food
Science & Technology CDE content after the workshop. Specifically, our results suggest that
when participants attend the Food Science & Technology CDE workshop, their self-ratings of
knowledge increases. Table 4.10 displays the t-test results.
Workshop participants’ pre-post mean knowledge towards Food Science &
Technology CDE content
Item
The definition of food science

n
31

Pretest
M
SD
3.32
.97

Posttest
M
SD
4.26
.72

df
30

t
-5.40

p
.000

The branches of food science

31

2.71

1.16

4.06

.77

30

-6.97

.000

The 5D’s of Food Product
Development

31

2.16

1.21

4.35

.75

30

-8.87

.000

Career opportunities in food science

31

3.32

1.10

4.16

.86

30

-4.65

.000

Ingredient functionality

31

2.94

1.15

4.10

.90

30

-6.67

.000

Food safety concepts

31

3.35

1.14

4.26

.77

30

-4.42

.000

Food processing methods

31

3.00

1.18

4.10

.79

30

-5.37

.000

Sensory evaluation: Aromas test

31

2.81

1.19

4.10

.87

30

-6.52

.000

Food marketing and packaging

31

3.13

1.14

4.32

.74

30

-6.35

.000

Note. 1 = Very Little, 2 = Little, 3 = Some, 4 = Much, 5 = Very Much
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Skills Pre-/Post Results
Six items were analyzed to establish pre-post skill frequency and change score mean
related to the intended practices of the CDEs. The majority of workshop participants reported
they intend to implement almost every skill, after this training, related to Food Science &
Technology CDE content that was presented in the survey. 87% of participants indicated they
wanted to “Discuss the importance of food safety” after the workshop. One of the items
participants indicated less intention to implement the skill: “Describe the function of ingredients
in food products”. Three skills that a participant indicated no interest of implementing were,
“Discuss branches of food science”, “Employ the 5 D’s of Food Product Development”, and
“Exemplify techniques to perform an aroma evaluation”. Table 4.11 displays the frequency and
change score of the pre-/post skills.
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Workshop participants’ pre-post skill change score mean towards Food Science &
Technology CDE content
Pretest
Posttest
frequency frequency

Item
Discuss branches of food
science

Employ the 5 D’s of Food
Product Development

Describe the function of
ingredients in food products

Discuss the importance of food
safety

Exemplify techniques to
perform an aroma evaluation

Describe the function of food
packaging

Yes

7

24

Maybe

11

4

No

13

1

Yes

2

22

Maybe

8

6

No

21

1

Yes

7

21

Maybe

7

8

No

17

-

Yes

20

27

Maybe

4

2

No

7

-

Yes

5

22

Maybe

9

6

No

17

1

Yes

10

26

Maybe

10

3

No

11

-

Change Score
M
SD
1.06

.75

1.41

.68

1.06

.79

.55

.78

1.13

.69

1.00

.75

Note. 0 = No, 1 = Maybe, 2 = Yes.
Personal Self-Efficacy towards Food Science & Technology CDE
Nine items were analyzed to establish participants self-efficacy related to the intended
practices of the CDEs. Nearly all means fell above 3.5 indicating participants tended to agree
with the self-efficacy statements. Two of the statements had slightly lower means, “I know how
to teach food science concepts effectively” and “I can teach food science concepts as well as I do
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most subjects.” Table 4.12 shows workshop participants’ personal teaching efficacy towards
Food Science & Technology CDE.
Workshop participants’ personal self-efficacy towards Food Science &
Technology CDE
Item
I can explain the different aspects of food science.

n
31

M
3.90

SD
.59

I can explain food science concepts well enough to be effective in
teaching food science.

31

3.77

.76

I know how to teach food science concepts effectively.

31

3.45

.76

I can teach food science concepts as well as I do most subjects.

31

3.23

.88

I can employ food science activities in my classroom effectively.

31

4.00

.68

I can increase students’ interest in learning food science.

31

4.13

.61

I can promote a positive attitude toward food science learning in
my students.

31

4.10

.65

I can help my students apply their food science knowledge to real
world situations.

31

4.03

.65

My effectiveness in food science teaching can influence the
achievement of students with low motivation.

31

3.94

.62

3.84

.53

Overall Efficacy Mean Score

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree
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Nursery/Landscape
Knowledge Pre-/Post Results
A paired-samples t-tests were conducted to compare workshop participants’ self-ratings
on the knowledge pre-/post test scores of each of specific learning item for the
Nursery/Landscape workshop (n = 10). Results indicated that there were significant differences
from all of the pre-post self-reported mean knowledge scores towards Nursery/Landscape CDE
content. The p-value of each item reported Table 4.13 is less than

= 0.05. Therefore, these

results suggest that participants gained more knowledge of the presented Nursery/Landscape
CDE content after the workshop. Specifically, our results suggest that when participants attend
the Nursery/Landscape CDE workshop, their self-ratings of knowledge increases. Table 4.13
displays the t-test results.
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Workshop participants’ pre-post mean knowledge towards Nursery/Landscape
CDE content
Item
Plant Taxonomy

n
10

Pretest
M
SD
3.40
.69

Posttest
M
SD
4.00
.94

df
9

t
-3.67

p
.005

Plant Nomenclature

10

3.30

.82

3.90

.99

9

-2.71

.024

Plant Characteristics

10

3.30

.82

3.90

.99

9

-3.67

.005

Plant ID Methods

10

3.30

.82

4.00

.94

9

-3.28

.010

Plant ID Strategies

10

3.10

.99

3.90

.99

9

-3.20

.011

Plant Key Characteristics

10

3.30

.82

4.00

.94

9

-4.58

.001

Plant ID Training Strategies

10

2.90

.87

3.80

1.03

9

-3.25

.010

Plant ID Training Methods

10

2.80

1.22

3.90

.99

9

-3.49

.007

Plant ID Training Resources

10

3.00

1.05

4.00

1.05

9

-3.87

.004

Note. 1 = Very Little, 2 = Little, 3 = Some, 4 = Much, 5 = Very Much
Skills Pre-/Post Results
Six items were analyzed to establish pre-post skill frequency and change score mean
related to the intended practices of the CDEs. The majority of workshop participants reported
they would implement almost every skill, after this training, related to Nursery/Landscape CDE
content that was presented in the survey. 90% of participants indicated they wanted to “Utilize
flash cards in Plant ID training” after the workshop. Two of the items participants indicated less
intention to implement the skill: “Focus on scientific names” and “Use Plant ID quiz bowls to
motivate students”. Table 4.14 displays the frequency and change score of the pre-/post skills.
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Workshop participants’ pre-post skill change score mean towards
Nursery/Landscape CDE content
Pretest
Posttest
frequency frequency

Item
Focus on scientific names

Use key characteristics to teach
Plant ID

Use Plant ID quiz bowls to
motivate students

Use taxonomy training activities
to improve student Plant ID
performance

Utilize Plant ID training
resources

Utilize flash cards in Plant ID
training

Yes

4

6

Maybe

5

4

No

1

-

Yes

4

7

Maybe

2

3

No

4

-

Yes

3

5

Maybe

3

5

No

4

-

Yes

3

8

Maybe

2

2

No

5

-

Yes

5

7

Maybe

2

3

No

3

-

Yes

5

9

Maybe

2

1

No

3

-

Change Score
M
SD
.20

.63

.80

1.03

.80

1.03

1.00

1.05

.60

.96

.60

.96

Note. 0 = No, 1 = Maybe, 2 = Yes
Personal Self-Efficacy towards Nursery/Landscape CDE
Nine items were analyzed to establish participants self-efficacy related to the intended
practices of the CDEs. All means fell above 3.9 indicating participants tended to agree with the
self-efficacy statements. One of statements had a slightly lower mean, “My effectiveness in
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teaching Plant ID can influence the achievement of students with low motivation.” Table 4.15
shows workshop participants’ personal teaching efficacy towards Nursery/Landscape CDE.
Workshop participants’ personal self-efficacy towards Nursery/Landscape CDE
Item
I can explain the different aspects of Plant ID.

n
10

M
4.10

SD
.73

I can explain Plant ID concepts well enough to be effective in
teaching Plant ID.

10

4.20

.78

I know how to teach Plant ID concepts effectively.

10

3.90

.87

I can teach Plant ID concepts as well as I do most subjects.

10

3.90

.73

I can employ Plant ID activities in my classroom effectively.

10

4.00

.66

I can increase students’ interest in learning Plant ID concepts.

10

4.00

.81

I can promote a positive attitude toward Plant ID learning in my
students.

10

4.00

.66

I can help my students apply their Plant ID knowledge to real
world situations.

10

3.90

.56

My effectiveness in teaching Plant ID can influence the
achievement of students with low motivation.

10

3.80

.63

3.98

.63

Overall Efficacy Mean Score

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree.
Objective Three Results
Objective three was to compare the workshops based on the available data. The reported
data in objective one and two from the Retrospective Workshop Evaluation instrument were
compared against each workshop and are reported within this section. The data includes
frequency count of how often the presenters used Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and
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Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions and the learning gains which include knowledge,
skills, and self-efficacy. Additionally, each presenters’ workshop content was evaluated by four
categories including the objectives of the workshop, any learning activities/teaching methods
implemented, overall presenter satisfaction and any recommendations for improvement. Each of
these areas from the Client/peer Educator Evaluation instrument were compared against each
workshop and are reported within this section.
Teacher Methods and Assumptions
The Agronomy presenter promoted discussion, answered questions from the audience,
and assisted the workshop participants through the Agronomy CDE contest. The Food Science &
Technology presenter prodded the audience with questions throughout, walked through six
activities some of which were hands-on, used many real-life examples, and consistently
interacted and engaged with the audience. The Nursery/Landscape presenter was not as
interactive with the audience as the other two presenters yet provided relatable content through
advice on tips and strategies to prepare the audiences’ teams via lecture. Overall the need to
know, self-concept, prior experience, and readiness to learn were seen in some of the workshops.
Knowledge
Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to compare workshop participants’ self-ratings on
the knowledge pre-/post test scores of each of specific learning for the Agronomy (n = 13), Food
Science & Technology (n = 31), and Nursery/Landscape workshop (n = 10). Overall there was a
significant difference between the pre- and post-self-ratings of the knowledge towards each CDE
content workshop. The paired-samples revealed that the mean number of self-ratings for
knowledge after the workshop was greater than the mean before the workshop. We can conclude
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that participants’ knowledge was significantly more than before the CDE material was presented
after attending any of the provided workshops.
Skills
The skills reported in objective two indicate whether participants intend to use the skills
listed and simply respond that “yes” they will use the skill, “maybe” they will, or “no” they’re
pretty sure they won’t. The majority of workshop participants reported they intend to implement
almost every skill, after each training, related to Agronomy, Food Science & Technology, and
Nursery/Landscape CDE content that was presented in the survey. The change score is a mean
out of a maximum of two. Overall workshop participants’ change scores all indicated progress
forward within the categories of no, maybe, and yes. Therefore, this positive change score
indicated that participants tended to either make a jump forward or stay consistent with their
responses. As seen in Tables 4.8, 4.11, and 4.14, most of the posttest data indicated that none of
the participants chose “no” but positively progressed by choosing “maybe” or “yes”.
Self-Efficacy
Overall workshop participants’ personal self-efficacy mean scores were all between 3.5
and 4. As reported in Tables 4.9, 4.12, and 4.15, Agronomy (M = 3.65, SD = .50), Food Science
& Technology (M = 3.84, SD = .53), Nursery/Landscape (M = 3.98, SD = .63). The majority of
participants seemed to have moderately high self-efficacy for the content and specific practices
related to each workshop.
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Client/Peer Educator Evaluation
Agronomy
This workshop was presented to participants at the winter teacher conference in
Raymond, MS at the FFA Leadership Conference Center on November 22, 2019. The number of
participants was low due to the fact that an FFA competition was happening the same day. The
objective of the workshop was for participants to walk through the Agronomy CDE as the
students see it. The learning activities used were a written test, plant/seed/equipment ID, and a
farmer problem. The teaching methods used were discussion, information/assignment/skill
sheets, cooperative learning, and lecture. The presenter did well at engaging the audience and
management of time. However, the presenter could improve the workshop by modifying some of
the activities to better fit the time limit or add more critical thinking components for teachers to
work with their students.
Food Science & Technology
This workshop was presented to participants at the summer teacher conference in
Jackson, MS at the Convention Complex on July 24, 2019. The objectives of the workshop were
clearly outlined by the presenter as exposure to lessons and activities within the newly developed
Food Science & Technology curriculum, introduction to food science and product development,
and requirements of feedback for the presenters’ curriculum. The learning activities
implemented during the workshop included an M&M activity, ice cream in a bag activity, Glo
Germ lotion activity, bread rising activity, and sensory of aromas. The teaching methods
implemented were lecture, discussion, demonstrations, cooperative learning,
information/assignment/skill sheets, and supervised study. Overall the presenter was wellprepared and had a great outline which provided structure throughout the workshop to maintain
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focus. Also, the presenter provided the participants with a packet; some of the items included
were an outline of the presented curriculum and a worksheet of the 5 D’s of product
development. However, the presenter spoke mainly on a curriculum that was still in the
development phase; when the participants really wanted to walk away with the curriculum in
hand to promptly start training their teams with this material. The curriculum was provided to
participants 6 months later during December 2019.
Nursery/Landscape
This workshop was presented to participants at the winter teacher conference in
Raymond, MS at the FFA Leadership Conference Center on November 22, 2019. The number of
participants was low due to the fact that an FFA competition was happening the same day. The
objectives of the workshop were clearly defined as tips and tricks to help students learn about
plant ID. The workshop focused on taxonomy and nomenclature, characteristics, methods and
strategies, plant key characteristics, ID training strategies and methods, and available resources.
The only activity implemented during the workshop was the “fastener” taxonomy activity. The
presenter used lecture, discussion, and supervised study. The presenter connected with the
audience well and gave relatable examples. Overall, the presenter could improve by providing
more activities instead of just talking through the content and avoid asking “yes/no” questions
that resulted in the presenters’ audience to only head nod, resulting in no further discussion.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study aimed to describe methods of CDE training workshops to better train
agriculture teachers through professional development in this study. Three objectives were
established, including,
1. Describe the teaching methods displayed by each workshop presenter.
2. Describe differences of the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy) of
participants.
3. Compare the workshops based on the available data.
Conclusions Related to Objective One
Objective one examined data from workshop presenters related to their teaching methods
displayed during the workshop. This was collected in a frequency count of how often the
presenters used Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy
assumptions. Overall the presenters incorporated lecture and discussion and addressed the
participants need to know within each of their workshops. Ota et al. (2006) reports that using a
combination of teaching methods will have the greatest impact for adult learners. As seen in the
results from the Food Science & Technology workshop which the presenter used all of the
observed teaching methods: lecture, discussion, demonstrations, cooperative learning, supervised
study, and information/assignment/skill sheets. The workshop participants who attended the
Food Science & Technology overall self-reports of the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and
61

self-efficacy) were higher self-rated than the results from the Agronomy and Nursery/Landscape
workshops. When adult learner techniques and teaching methods are combined, participants are
more likely to retain what they have learned and apply it in their work (Ota et al., 2006). As seen
from the Food Science & Technology reported data. Thus, incorporating all of the adult learner
techniques and teaching methods found within this study will create training experiences that
will enhance the learning of participants.
Discussion Related to Objective One
Of the six andragogy assumptions, learning orientation and motivation to learn were
difficult to determine if the presenters incorporated these for the participants prior, during, and
after their workshops. Still, the participants’ main reason for attending the workshops may have
been established prior to the workshop by being motivated to learn how to improve their
knowledge and skills of CDE content and how they could apply that knowledge when training
their teams. Ota et al. (2006) suggests that continual understanding of Knowles’ (2005) six
andragogy assumptions better prepares facilitators to create successful training sessions for adult
learners. Therefore, all of the observed Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’
(2005) six andragogy assumptions in this study should be implemented within professional
development workshops for adult learners.
Conclusions Related to Objective Two
Objective two attempted to collect data from workshop participants related to their
learning gains during the workshop. Knowledge pre- and post-test scores of each specific
learning, skills pre- and post-test scores of each specific practice, and personal efficacy scores
were self-reported by the participants. Upon analyzing the results we can conclude that
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participants’ knowledge significantly increased after the CDE material was presented for each
workshop. The positive change score reported by every workshop indicated that participants
intend to implement the majority of skills presented from this training. Lastly, the majority of
participants seemed to have moderately high self-efficacy for the content and specific practices
related to each workshop.
Discussion Related to Objective Two
Knowledge and self-efficacy of how the participants felt about Agronomy, Food Science
& Technology, and Nursery/Landscape could be the starting point for understanding agriculture
teachers’ needs regarding CDE preparation. Future researchers should examine more than the
three examined CDEs for learning gains and self-efficacy. However, it was difficult to determine
if the participants positively improved their score or stayed the same when reporting their
pre/post skills as “No” = 0. A follow-up study is needed to report if the participants implemented
any of the learning gains within training their students. Also, additional feedback at a later date
of how the participant self-efficacy scores may have changed should be reported to compare the
impact of these professional development workshops.
Conclusions Related to Objective Three
Objective three sought to compare the workshops based on the available data. The
reported data in objective one and two from the Retrospective Workshop Evaluation instrument
and the Client/peer Educator Evaluation instrument were compared against each workshop and
are reported within this section. The data includes frequency count of how often the presenters
used Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy
assumptions and the learning gains which include knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy.
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Additionally, each presenters’ workshop content was evaluated by four categories including the
objectives of the workshop, any learning activities/teaching methods implemented, overall
presenter satisfaction and any recommendations for improvement. Comparing the participants’
data from the retrospective survey to the researcher’s data from the client/peer educator
evaluation, we can conclude that the workshops made an impact for the participants professional
development of CDE content in the areas of Agronomy, Food Science & Technology, and
Nursery/Landscape.
Discussion Related to Objective Three
As the data shows, all workshops were beneficial for the participants. Results did not
waiver even though each presenter chose to present the CDE content with a different
predominate teaching method. Nursey/Landscape heavily used lecture to provide tips and trick
for training students, Agronomy used supervised study to walk the participants through the
contest as a student, and Food Science and Technology lectured while implementing cooperative
learning with a hands-on ice cream making activity. Each chose a different way to teach these
adult learners. Barrick and Thoron (2016) conclude that there is no “magic” way to teaching
effectively and enhancing adult learning. However, learning to use different teaching methods
and gaining new insight from other sources through professional development can keep teachers
up to date on techniques to use for their students.
Implications
Findings from this study can be useful for implementing professional development
workshops for agriculture teachers in regard to CDEs. The use of self-reported data was
beneficial in targeting areas of weakness by acknowledging that participants lack training in
64

specific items regarding the learning gains (knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy) which were
measured within each CDE specific retrospective evaluation survey. Therefore, the provided data
can adjust future instruction to strengthen these reported weak learning gain areas. If MSU
faculty and staff are to provide professional development workshops, it is crucial that CDE
training education is tailored to the needs of the agriculture teachers. MSU faculty and staff must
understand that upon assembling teams and competing at the state level, agriculture teachers will
need to be equipped with the necessary skills to successfully train their teams for competition.
MSU faculty and staff need to understand the importance of measuring self-efficacy in
producing professionally competent agriculture teachers. They can cultivate this growth through
continual professional development opportunities and tracking their progress at the state level.
Refer to figure 5.1 to see the future impact of CDE Professional Development Workshops.
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Figure 5.1

A Case Study of the Impact of CDE Professional Development Workshops for
Agriculture Teachers within Mississippi: Logic Model
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Recommendations
Recommendations for Research
For further study, agriculture teachers’ self-efficacy should be examined at a later date
after the workshop. Also, agriculture teachers’ training implementation should be examined for
preparing their teams for CDE competition. Understanding what works best for students by those
who are practicing beneficial methods will help other agriculture teachers get their students
motivated to learn the CDE material. Lastly, future research should have a control workshop
with all observed Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy
assumptions and the learning gains which include knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy, an
experiment workshop with a selected teaching method and assumptions, and a workshop with no
inference as represented in this study.
Recommendations for Practitioners
A CDE professional development expo should be organized for agriculture teachers
during the summer at a central location. The expo should range from basic CDE information to
individual event workshops. As seen in this study, the summer agriculture teacher conference
had more participants while the winter had far fewer. Additionally, a CDE competition was
actually on the same day as the Winter Agriculture Teacher conference which affected
attendance. By setting aside a date for CDE professional development, agriculture teachers will
not have to pick among other conflicts within their schedule. Future studies should plan
workshops to be on the same day to give participants equal opportunity to attend.
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When assessing available sources of professional learning Smylie (1989) reported that
learning from their own classrooms consistently ranked as most important while outside
resources was ranked as the least important. Therefore, “studying and learning from one’s
classroom experience, in turn, adds to the context-specific professional knowledge valued by
teachers and directly improves classroom practice,” (Shane & Rhoton, 2001, p. 96).
Additionally, follow-up self-reports with participants should be implemented at a later date to
reevaluate the workshops impact using an interview or additional instrument. Future researchers
could compare self-reported data of participants who attended vs those who did not attend the
provided CDE professional development workshops. Lastly, future researchers could also
compare participants’ student performance at the state level prior, during, and/or after the
workshops.
Recommendations for Future Research
Future research could expand from Newcomb et al.’s (2004) teaching methods and
Knowles’ (2005) six andragogy assumptions to other researchers’ studies of these two topics.
Future research could explore continuing education units (CEU) current situation/opportunities
as an extrinsic motivation for professional development in agricultural education. The expansion
of research from the student’s perspective of learning methods to gain insight from in the
classroom environments could also be researched further. Lastly, future research could focus on
teacher self-efficacy rather than personal self-efficacy to pertain to the agriculture teacher
audience.
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Conclusion
Findings from this study suggest improving professional development opportunities for
agriculture teachers by evaluating not only the participants but the presenter during the
workshops. The findings were also useful in identifying target areas to focus on the teaching
methods and adult learning assumptions used within the professional development workshops.
Overall, the study opened the door for CDE professional development opportunities in
Mississippi by utilizing presenter evaluations, self-reported learning gains and self-efficacy to
obtain relevant data to focus on ways to educate agriculture teachers and prepare them to
successfully train their students for CDEs.
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Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research for Exempt Research*
Title of Research Study: A Case Study of the Collaboration Efforts Between Extension and
Agriculture Teachers: Development of CDE training workshops
Researcher(s): Dr. Carla Jagger, Mississippi State University & Beth Ledbetter, GA
Procedures: We would like to ask you to participate in a video observation research study to
help establish a peer evaluation tool to be used in Extension. You will be asked to create a
workshop related to one of the National FFA Organization Career Development Events, and we
would like your permission to record your live workshop presented to high school agriculture
education teachers. Your recorded workshop will later be evaluated by us using a newly
developed peer evaluation tool. Please note that your personal information will be redacted and
all data will be kept anonymous throughout the entire research process.
Questions: If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Dr.
Carla Jagger at 662-325-7834 or by email at cjagger@humansci.msstate.edu
Voluntary Participation: Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
You may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide
whether you would like to participate in this research study.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below. You will be given a
copy of this form for your records.
________________________________
Participant’s Printed Name
________________________________
Participant Signature

__________
Date

________________________________
Investigator Signature

__________
Date

*The MSU HRPP has granted an exemption for this research. Therefore, a formal review of this consent
document was not required.
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Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research for Exempt Research*
Title of Research Study: A Case Study of the Collaboration Efforts Between Extension and
Agriculture Teachers: Development of CDE training workshops
Researcher(s): Dr. Carla Jagger, Mississippi State University & Beth Ledbetter, GA
Procedures: We would like to ask you to participate in a survey research study, looking at your
learning gains and self-efficacy related to the workshop you are participating in. You will be
asked to complete a survey related to National FFA Organization Career Development Events
workshop you attended. Please note that your personal information will be de-identified and all
data will be kept anonymous as results are reported out at a later date.
Questions: If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact Dr.
Carla Jagger at 662-325-7834 or by email at cjagger@humansci.msstate.edu
Voluntary Participation: Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
You may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.
Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide
whether you would like to participate in this research study.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below. You will be given a
copy of this form for your records.
________________________________
Participant’s Printed Name
________________________________
Participant Signature

__________
Date

________________________________
Investigator Signature

__________
Date

*The MSU HRPP has granted an exemption for this research. Therefore, a formal review of this consent
document was not required.
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TEMPLATE RETROSPECTIVE EVUALUATION SURVEY
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General Information
Name:
Email:
Phone Number:
School:
School Location/Address:
Grade Level(s):
Number of years teaching:
Type of class schedule (periods, blocks, etc.):
Anticipated number of students in class:
Directions: For each statement, circle the response that most closely reflects your
level of agreement.
A. Instruction and
Strongly
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Disagree
Satisfaction
Disagree
1. The instructor
a. was knowledgeable
of the subject matter.
b. related training
content to real-life
situations.
2. The content was
a. relevant to my
needs.
b. at an
understandable level.
c. well-organized.
d. based on credible,
up-to-date
information.
3. The training was
effective at teaching
me how to implement
the food science
lessons and activities.
4. Attending this
training was worth my
time.
5. I would recommend
this training to others.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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B. Specific Learning
How much did
you / do you
know about these
subjects?

BEFORE this training I knew…
VL

L

S

M

VM

NOW I know….
VL

L

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
Note. VL = Very Little, L = Little, S = Some, M = Much, VM = Very Much
10. What is the most
important thing
you learned
during this
training?
11. What else would
you have liked to
have learned
during this
training?
80

S

M

VM

Directions: For each statement listed below, place an X in the box that indicates what you
could perform BEFORE and AFTER participating in this training.
C. Specific Practices
To what degree did
you / will you do the
following?

BEFORE this training…
Yes

No

Maybe

AFTER this training…
Yes

No

Maybe

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7. What is one specific
thing you will do as a
result of participating
in this training?
Directions: This survey contains statements about teachers' teaching [workshop focus] selfefficacy. Here, teaching [workshop focus] self-efficacy is defined as teachers' personal belief
in their teaching [workshop focus] ability to positively affect student learning of [workshop
focus]. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement below by
marking the appropriate response that most closely reflects your level of agreement.

D. Self-Efficacy
1. I can explain the different
aspects of [workshop
focus].
2. I can explain [workshop
focus] concepts well
enough to be effective in
teaching [workshop focus].
3. I know how to teach
[workshop focus] concepts
effectively.
4. I can teach [workshop
focus] as well as I do most
subjects.
5. I can employ [workshop
focus] activities in my
classroom effectively.
6. I can increase students'
interest in learning
[workshop focus].

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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7. I can promote a positive
attitude toward [workshop
SD
D
focus] learning in my
students.
8. I can help my students
apply their [workshop
SD
D
focus] knowledge to real
world situations.
9. My effectiveness in
[workshop focus] teaching
SD
D
can influence the
achievement of students
with low motivation.
Please provide any additional comments or suggestions below.

N

A

SA

N

A

SA

N

A

SA

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Would you be willing to use this [workshop focus] training information during the Spring 2020
school semester and provide feedback to our team?
Yes

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING
WORKSHOP FALL 2019
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No

AGRONOMY RETROSPECTIVE EVAULATON SURVEY

83

General Information
Name:
Email:
Phone Number:
School:
School
Location/Address:
Grade Level(s):
Number of years
teaching:
Have you had students
participate in the
Agronomy CDE:
(circle your response)

YES

NO

Directions: For each statement, circle the response that most closely reflects your level of
agreement.
E. Instruction and
Strongly
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Disagree
Satisfaction
Disagree
1. The instructor
a. was
knowledgeable of
the subject matter.
b. related
training content to
real-life situations.
2. The content was
a. relevant to my
needs.
b. at an
understandable
level.
c. well-organized.
d. based on
credible, up-to-date
information.
3. The training was
effective at teaching
me how to coach
teams for the
Agronomy CDE.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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4. Attending this
training was worth
my time.
5. I would
recommend this
training to others.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

F. Specific
BEFORE this training I knew…
NOW I know….
Learning
How much did
you / do you
VL
L
S
M
VM
VL
L
S
M
know about
these subjects?
12. Agronomy CDE
Elements
13. Plant
Identification
14. Seed
Identification
15. Machinery
Identification
16. Farmer
Problem
17. Team
Presentations
Note. VL = Very Little, L = Little, S = Some, M = Much, VM = Very Much
18. What is the
most important
thing you
learned during
this training?
19. What else
would you
have liked to
have learned
during this
training?
85

VM

Directions: For each statement listed below, place an X in the box that indicates what you
could perform BEFORE and AFTER participating in this training.
G. Specific Practices
BEFORE this training…
AFTER this training…
To what degree did
you / will you do the
Yes
No
Maybe
Yes
No
Maybe
following?
8. Train students to
identify crop / weed
species by plant
9. Train students to
identify crop / weed
species by seed
10. Train students to
identify common farm
machinery
11. Prepare students to
analyze, diagnose, and
discuss farmer
problem
12. What is one specific
thing you will do as a
result of participating
in this training?
Directions: This survey contains statements about teachers' teaching Agronomy CDE concepts
self-efficacy. Here, teaching Agronomy CDE concepts self-efficacy is defined as teachers'
personal belief in their teaching Agronomy CDE concepts ability to positively affect student
learning of Agronomy CDE concepts. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or
disagree with each statement below by marking the appropriate response that most closely
reflects your level of agreement.
H. Self-Efficacy
10. I can explain the different
aspects of the Agronomy
CDE.
11. I can explain Agronomy
CDE concepts well enough
to be effective in training
teams.
12. I know how to teach
Agronomy CDE concepts
effectively.
13. I can teach Agronomy CDE
concepts as well as I do
most subjects.
14. I can employ Agronomy
CDE activities in my
classroom effectively.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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15. I can increase students'
interest in learning
Agronomy CDE concepts.
16. I can promote a positive
attitude toward Agronomy
CDE learning in my
students.
17. I can help my students
apply their Agronomy
knowledge to real world
situations.
18. My effectiveness in
teaching Agronomy can
influence the achievement
of students with low
motivation.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

Please provide any additional comments or suggestions below.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Would you be willing to use this workshop information to help train an Agronomy CDE Team
during the Spring 2020 school semester and provide feedback to our team?
Yes

No

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING
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FOOD SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY RETROSPECTIVE EVAULATON SURVEY
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General Information
Name:
Email:
Phone Number:
School:
School
Location/Address:
Grade Level(s):
Number of years
teaching:
Type of class schedule
(periods, blocks, etc.):
Anticipated number of
students in class:
Directions: For each statement, circle the response that most closely reflects your level of
agreement.
I. Instruction and
Strongly
Strongly
Neutral
Agree
Disagree
Satisfaction
Disagree
Agree
1. The instructor
a. was knowledgeable
of the subject matter.
b. related training
content to real-life
situations.
2. The content was
a. relevant to my needs.
b. at an understandable
level.
c. well-organized.
d. based on credible,
up-to-date information.
3. The training was
effective at teaching me
how to implement the
food science lessons and
activities.
4. Attending this training
was worth my time.
5. I would recommend this
training to others.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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J. Specific Learning
How much did you
/ do you know
about these
subjects?
20. The definition of
food science
21. The branches of
food science

BEFORE this training I knew…
VL

L

S

M

VM

NOW I know….
VL

L

22. The 5 D’s of Food
Product
Development
23. Career
opportunities in
food science
24. Ingredient
functionality
25. Food safety
concepts
26. Food processing
methods
27. Sensory
evaluation:
Aromas test
28. Food marketing
and packaging
Note. VL = Very Little, L = Little, S = Some, M = Much, VM = Very Much
29. What is the most
important thing
you learned during
this training?
30. What else would
you have liked to
have learned
90

S

M

VM

during this
training?
Directions: For each statement listed below, place an X in the box that indicates what you
could perform BEFORE and AFTER participating in this training.
K. Specific Practices
BEFORE this training…
AFTER this training…
To what degree did
you / will you do the
Yes
No
Maybe
Yes
No
Maybe
following?
13. Discuss branches of
food science
14. Employ the 5 D’s of
Food Product
Development
15. Describe the function
of ingredients in food
products
16. Discuss the importance
of food safety
17. Exemplify techniques
to perform an aroma
evaluation
18. Describe the function
of food packaging
19. What is one specific
thing you will do as a
result of participating
in this training?
Directions: This survey contains statements about teachers' teaching food science self-efficacy.
Here, teaching food science self-efficacy is defined as teachers' personal belief in their
teaching food science ability to positively affect student learning of food science. Please
indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement below by marking the
appropriate response that most closely reflects your level of agreement.
L. Self-Efficacy
19. I can explain the different
aspects of food science.
20. I can explain food science
concepts well enough to be
effective in teaching food
science.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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21. I know how to teach food
science concepts
effectively.
22. I can teach food science as
well as I do most subjects.
23. I can employ food science
activities in my classroom
effectively.
24. I can increase students'
interest in learning food
science.
25. I can promote a positive
attitude toward food science
learning in my students.
26. I can help my students
apply their food science
knowledge to real world
situations.
27. My effectiveness in food
science teaching can
influence the achievement
of students with low
motivation.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

Please provide any additional comments or suggestions below.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Would you be willing to use this food science curriculum during the Fall 2019 school semester
and provide feedback to our team?
No

Yes

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING
FOOD SCIENCE WORKSHOP SUMMER 2019
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NURSERY/LANDSCAPE RETROSPECTIVE EVAULATON SURVEY
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General Information
Name:
Email:
Phone Number:
School:
School
Location/Address:
Grade Level(s):
Number of years
teaching:
Have you had students
participate in the
Nursery/Landscape
CDE:
(circle your response)

YES

NO

Directions: For each statement, circle the response that most closely reflects your level of
agreement.
M. Instruction and
Strongly
Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree
Satisfaction
Disagree
Agree
1. The instructor
a. was knowledgeable
of the subject matter.
b. related training
content to real-life
situations.
2. The content was
a. relevant to my
needs.
b. at an
understandable level.
c. well-organized.
d. based on credible,
up-to-date information.
3. The training was
effective at teaching me
how to coach teams for
the Nursery/Landscape
CDE
4. Attending this training
was worth my time.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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5. I would recommend
this training to others.

N. Specific Learning
How much did you
/ do you know
about these
subjects?

SD

D

N

BEFORE this training I knew…
VL

L

S

M

VM

A

NOW I know….
VL

L

31. Plant Taxonomy
32. Plant
Nomenclature
33. Plant
Characteristics
34. Plant ID Methods
35. Plant ID Strategies
36. Plant Key
Characteristics
37. Plant ID Training
Strategies
38. Plant ID Training
Methods
39. Plant ID Training
Resources
Note. VL = Very Little, L = Little, S = Some, M = Much, VM = Very Much
40. What is the most
important thing
you learned during
this training?
41. What else would
you have liked to
have learned
during this
training?
96

SA

S

M

VM

Directions: For each statement listed below, place an X in the box that indicates what you
could perform BEFORE and AFTER participating in this training.
O. Specific Practices
BEFORE this training…
AFTER this training…
To what degree did
you / will you do the
Yes
No
Maybe
Yes
No
Maybe
following?
20. Focus on scientific
names
21. Use key characteristics
to teach Plant ID
22. Use Plant ID quiz bowls
to motivate students
23. Use taxonomy training
activities to improve
student Plant ID
performance
24. Utilize Plant ID training
resources
25. Utilize flash cards in
Plant ID training
26. What is one specific
thing you will do as a
result of participating
in this training?
Directions: This survey contains statements about teachers' teaching Plant ID self-efficacy.
Here, teaching Plant ID self-efficacy is defined as teachers' personal belief in their teaching
Plant ID ability to positively affect student learning of Plant ID. Please indicate the degree to
which you agree or disagree with each statement below by marking the appropriate response
that most closely reflects your level of agreement.

P. Self-Efficacy
28. I can explain the different
aspects of Plant ID.
29. I can explain Plant ID
concepts well enough to be
effective in teaching Plant
ID.
30. I know how to teach Plant
ID concepts effectively.
31. I can teach Plant ID as well
as I do most subjects.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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32. I can employ Plant ID
activities in my classroom
effectively.
33. I can increase students'
interest in learning Plant ID.
34. I can promote a positive
attitude toward Plant ID
learning in my students.
35. I can help my students
apply their Plant ID
knowledge to real world
situations.
36. My effectiveness in Plant
ID teaching can influence
the achievement of students
with low motivation.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

Please provide any additional comments or suggestions below.
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Would you be willing to use this Plant ID training information to help train a Nursery/Landscape
CDE Team during the Spring 2020 school semester and provide feedback to our team?
Yes

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING
WORKSHOP FALL 2019
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No

CLIENT/PEER EDUCATOR EVALUATION
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CLIENT/PEER EDUCATOR
EVALUATION
Program/Event Title:
_________________________________________
Today’s Date: _________________
Please indicate your response to each item below.
Educator Name:
______________________________
This educator:
a.

Strongly
Disagree Neutral
Disagree
(D)
(N)
(SD)

Was well-prepared

Agree
(A)

Strongly
Agree
(SA)

SD

D

N

A

SA

b. Was enthusiastic about the subject matter

SD

D

N

A

SA

c.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

Communicated effectively

d. Related the content to real life situations
e.

Provided learners with opportunities to
participate

SD

D

N

A

SA

f.

Used a variety of methods to teach the content

SD

D

N

A

SA

g. Answered questions clearly

SD

D

N

A

SA

h. Used the total teaching time effectively

SD

D

N

A

SA

What were the objectives of the
program/event/activity?

What did the educator do well?

What learning activities/teaching methods
were implemented?

What could be improved?

Other comments:
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